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COMMENTS ON CASE (Online Version)

Please note that comments about this case need to be made within the timetable. This can be found in the notification letter sent by the
local planning authority or the start date letter. Comments submitted after the deadline may be considered invalid and returned to
sender.

Appeal Reference: APP/D2320/W/22/3295556

Appeal Reference APP/D2320/W/22/3295556

Appeal By MINISTRY OF JUSTICE

Site Address Land adjacent to HMP Garth and HMP Wymott

Leyland

PR26 8NH

Grid Ref Easting: 350521
Grid Ref Northing: 420854

Name MR JOHN WALSH

Address Cocker Bar Bridge Farm Cocker Bar Road
Bretherton
LEYLAND
PR26 9AZ

In what capacity do you wish to make representations on this case?

1 Appellant

1 Agent

¥ Interested Party / Person
[1 Land Owner

1 Rule 6 (6)

What kind of representation are you making?

[l Final Comments

[l Proof of Evidence

[1 Statement

[0 Statement of Common Ground

¥ Interested Party/Person Correspondence
[l Other
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YOUR COMMENTS ON THE CASE

There has been no engagement from the MoJ regarding this appeal with the local community.

As reiterated in NPPF, the Government attaches immense importance to Green Belts, their openness
and permanence. According to Paragraph 147, 'Inappropriate development is harmful to the Green
Belt and should not be approved except in exceptional circumstances. The MoJ has not demonstrated
how it has satisfied the criteria in Paragraph 141 i.e. to make as much use as possible of suitable
brownfield sites and underutilised land - in its land search requirements, given to ‘600" agents
(Planning Statement, Paragraph 7.29) there was no requirement given to the agents to avoid or
minimise the reduction in Green Belt. Indeed, importance has been placed on the delivery programme,
additional costs, and time delays (Planning Statement Paragraph 7.30); as though these have been
overriding considerations. Expedience should not be a planning consideration in deciding on a
development, of this scale, that will remain in perpetuity.

In the Planning Statement Paragraph 8.5 it is admitted that the scale of the development ‘undoubtedly
comprises inappropriate development’, this is agreed - this prison will represent an 85% increase in
prisoner population making this the largest prison in the UK, outstripping the population of the village.
The treatment of treating 3 prisons in such close proximity as separate entities is disingenuous by the
Mol.

As a resident of the area, the existing highway infrastructure is clearly both inadequate and poorly
maintained; for example, there is no road maintenance planned in 2022/23 in the locality (source:
Lancashire 2022/23 Highway Maintenance Capital Programme); how can the largest UK prison be
served by a paucity of public transport, a rural hourly bus service and surrounded by country C roads?
Traffic calming measures will not reduce traffic flow. The key bottlenecks to the motorway network are
through rural villages, increasing pollution levels.

Whilst it is recognised that Mo] assertion that ‘Loss of outlook or view is not a material planning
consideration’ is true; it is also true that the prison’s public visual amenity is already intrusive and no
Residential Visual Amenity Assessment (RVAA) has been conducted; this is different to a
Townscape/Landscape Visual Impact Assessment (T/LVIA). In the Burnthouse Farm windfarm inquiry in
which Inspector Jill Kingaby stated in her report that: “No individual has the right to a particular view
but there comes a point when, by virtue of the proximity, size and scale of a given development, a
residential property would be rendered so unattractive a place to live that planning permission should
be refused. The test of what would be unacceptably unattractive should be an objective test.”.
Unfortunately, it is not possible to objectively make an assessment in this regard with the evidence
presented.

Based on the above and previous representations, the appeal is to be rejected.
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